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Operator: This is Conference # 163166159.
Ericka Farrell:  Hello.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Hi, it's Marianne Engelman Lado and Alexis Andiman from Earth

Justice.
Ericka Farrell: Hello Marianne and Alexis. This is Ericka Farrell from Title VI, OCR.
Marianne Engelman Lado:  Hi there.
Jeryl Covington: This is Jeryl Covington with OCR.

Johanna Johnson: Hi, this is Johanna Johnston from OGC. I believe we're just going to wait a
couple more of more minutes. We're waiting for somebody else to join us on
our side. Is Dr. Wing on the phone?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Not yet.
Ericka Farrell: OK.
Elizabeth Haddix: Hi, it's Elizabeth Haddix at the Center for Civil Rights.

Ericka Farrell: ~ Hi Elizabeth, this is Ericka Farrell from the Title VI OCR office and then we

also have Jeryl Covington and Johanna Johnson.

Elizabeth Haddix: Great, great. Hope everybody is well.
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Ericka Farrell:  Yes.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Hello Liz it's Marianne and Alexis.
Elizabeth Haddix: Hey there.

Marianne Engelman Lado: I’'m going to send Steve a quick note.
(Unknown female voice):  Hello.

Steve Wing: Hello, this is Steve. Sorry for being a few minutes late.
Elizabeth Haddix: Hey Steve, it’s Elizabeth and Marianne and Alexis are on too.
Steve Wing: Oh, so we're waiting for?

Elizabeth Haddix: I think EPA's on as well EPA.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  They're on yes. Hi Steve.

Steve Wing: Hello.

(MEL or EH): So we have folks who will introduce themselves in the office of civil rights
and the office of general counsel. I think they were also waiting for one more

staff member from the Office of General Counsel.
Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. Ithink EPA's also here now too.
(Unknown female voice):  OK, great.
(Mary O’Lone): Do you want to...
Ericka Farrell:  OK. So is Dr. Wing?
Johanna Johnson: Yes, he joined us.

Ericka Farrell:  OK, good afternoon everyone. Again this is Ericka Farrell from the office of
civil rights with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in Washington

D.C. and thank you for taking the time to talk with us. And as you know the

ED_002446_00000732-00002



EPA

Moderator: Jonathan Stein
06-07-16/1:54 p.m. ET
Confirmation # 163166159
Page [ PAGE ]

office of civil rights is investigating whether North Carolina Department of
Environmental Quality, sorry, regulation of swine feeding operations
discriminate against African Americans, Latinos and native Americans on the
basis of race and national origin and neighboring counties and violate Title VI

in EPA's implementing regulations.

And just so that you know, this interview will be recorded. And for the record

Dr. Wing, can you please provide your full name?
Steve Wing: My full name, Steven with a V, Bennett Wing.

Mary O’Lone:  And can we — this is Mary O’Lone from EPA Office of General Counsel. Can
we just go around and say all who's on the phone before we sort of launch in
here? So this is Mary O’Lone from the office of general counsel at EPA and

we'll go around the room here.

Johanna Johnson: Hi, this is Johanna Johnson. I'm also from General Counsel at EPA.

Jeryl Covington: This is Jeryl Covington with the office of civil rights at EPA.
Ericka Farrell:  And again this is Ericka Farrell from the Oftice of Civil Rights Title VI office.
Mary O’Lone: = Marianne, you want to do your group?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Sure so I'll start. It's (Marianne Engelman Lado) and I'm with
Earth Justice. (Alexis)?

Alexis Andiman: Alexis Andiman also with Earth Justice.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  And Elizabeth.

Elizabeth Haddix: Elizabeth Haddix at the UNC Center for Civil Rights.
Brent Ducharme: Brent Ducharme also at the Center for Civil Rights.
Ericka Farrell: OK, that's it.

Mary O’Lone:  And then Dr. Wing. OK vyes.
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OK. Now again Dr. Wing could you provide us your professional contact
information specifically your office address, office telephone number and

office email.

Yes. My address is Department of Epidemiology, Campus Box 7435,
University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27312. Phone,
919-966-7416. Email, steve wing@unc.edu.

Thank you. And we're going to start with a line of questioning.

So this is Mary O’Lone and I wanted to say you know thank you Dr. Wing for
making yourself available for the interview and that you know if at any time
you need to take a break or we need to break just let us know and we'll do
that. And then also if we need to end early and you know reschedule or

whatever we'll make whatever accommodations we need to.
Thank you.

But we very much appreciate you making yourself available. So we're going
to start off with some quick sort of one off questions and then get into more of
a general conversation as we go on. The first question was just was — is have

you ever conducted any research that was funded by the pork industry?
No I have not.

Have you ever conducted any research on behalf of the North Carolina
legislature such as the environmental review commission or any part of the

North Carolina legislature?
No I 'have not.

OK. And this is just a general question about your research. So we see you
know we see that you've focused on the swine industry and I'm just sort of
wondering if you could give us a little background as to why not all CAFOs in

North Carolina but you know why you focus on swine.

Well I was introduced to the problem in 1995 when I began to meet residents

of eastern North Carolina who were impacted in their neighborhoods by swine
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operations. So I followed and I researched. Ilearned early on that there were
— there was quite a bit of research about the swine confinements, the new
liquid waste management systems. But it was almost entirely about the
engineering of the waste pits and the spray fields, animal nutrition, veterinary
practices and so on and there was not any literature on environmental health

impacts.

And because the residents that I met believed they were being most affected
by the swine industry and keep in mind this is 20 years ago, I decided to focus
on that. The poultry industry had not expanded as much at that time as it has
now. Also because of the engineering waste management practices, the liquid
waste systems I believe had more potential for impacting neighbors than the

dry litter system that most of the turkey and chicken operations use.

They are not benign but at the time 1 began it appeared to me that the swine
operations were more important and furthermore they had developed very
rapidly. The number permitted had increased very rapidly. And one of the
other — one of the other issues that was brought up repeatedly by the residents
that I met was that these facilities were disproportionately placed in
communities of color. So it was that combination of issues that led me to

focus on the swine operations.

Mary O’Lone:  Ihave a question about you know the increase in the number of swine over
time and 1 have to be — I have yet to figure out the answer to it and I'm hoping
maybe you can help me. So in your declaration you say that between, 1 think
it was the early 80s and 2007, the number of swine increased from 2 million to
10 million. And then we also see that there was a moratorium on the
expansion of swine facilities and you know permitting of new facilities
between '95 and 2007. And I've been trying to figure out if there's, you know
when 1 read the sort of plain language of what is a moratorium and no

expansion and no new ones, how the numbers of pigs jumped.

Steve Wing: The expansion was primarily during the period of between the early 80s and
1998 and thereafter the numbers fluctuate. There were some facilities that had
applied for permits before the moratorium that weren't able to open, but for
the most part the growth was between around 1980 and the late 1990s.
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Mary O’Lone:  OK, all right. Now we have some specific questions regarding the disparity
studies and then after that we're going to just sort of focus on your interaction
with North Carolina DEQ and the swine regulatory — the swine waste
regulatory process. But we had a specific request about the October 19th,
2015 update. And you know we read that you had basically cleaned the
coordinates, you know to make sure that you had the right ones before you did
the analysis. And we were wondering if we could get — if we could get those
coordinates and any information you have describing the changes that were

made to the North Carolina coordinates and the reasons for those changes.

Steve Wing: Definitely. I'm, you know I haven't done the programming myself, but I can
contact either Jill Johnston or one of the research assistants at UNC and we

can provide that to you.

Mary O’Lone:  OK that'd be great. We have spoken to — we spoke to Dr. (Johnston) I'm sure
(Marianne) told you and she was able to answer some of our questions about
the 2014/2015 study, but we still had a couple that we would like to ask you.
And you know part of this is just — a lot of it is us, we're not epidemiologists,
trying to get a firm grasp on how we articulate to policy makers within EPA
and those that we have to talk with. You know being able to explain in very

plain terms what your study says and, you know, what it means.

And one of the — one of the questions that we have is just about getting a grip
on the methodology that's used to count people in the two studies, in the one
you did in 2000 and in the 2014/2015 study. And we were trying to figure out
different ways to, you know, have you help us. And I think what we came up
with we thought might be the easiest would be for the 2014/2015 study would
be to look at table four and just, you know, march us through the numbers.

Do you have it in front of you by any chance?
Steve Wing: I'm looking at table four right now from the updated study.

Mary O’Lone:  From the — right. So it's at the top of page 14, right. Make sure we're talking

about ...

Steve Wing: That's right.
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OK.

Can you hold on just a second? I'm just pulling it up as well.
Sure, sure.

So this is from the 2015 study?

Yes, the 2015 study.

OK.

And 1 was hoping this would help us you know just sort of generally march
through how it's done because I have read and reread it the study and just tried
to figure it out and it's me. I'm sure. 1 just have a, I have a tough time
processing this kind of information. So in the first column the percent people
of color, what you're — that is the, that represents of — tell me what that — tell

me what that represents there, that column?

OK. So the first column percent POC are the ranges of percent for census
blocks. So there are if you look at the first and second columns, there are

559,179 people who live in census blocks with no people of color.

And the census blocks are — the census blocks that you're counting are those
that have a centroid within three miles of a CAFO, right?

No this is in this case this is all the census blocks in the study area.
All the census blocks in the study area, OK.

So the sum of the column population yields the total number of people in the
study area. Because everyone in the study area lives in a block that either has
no people of color or has less than 20 percent, 20 to 40 et cetera up to 80 to

100 percent people of color.

OK. And to get into the study area you had to be a census block that had a
CAFO in it?
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No, that's not the case. The study area was defined as the whole state minus

OK, right.

The five major cities and the western counties which have no permanent

CAFOs either in those counties or an adjacent counties.
OK and these are all ...

And that's we made following the work we had done previously that had been

peer reviewed.
Repeat that. 1 think I interrupted — I was going to interrupt you but so...

The decision about how to define the study area mirrored the decision we

made in our 2000 publication.

Right, OK. OK, so this is — these are the populations in the study area, OK.
So then the ratio's comparing the percent of people residing within three miles
of'an THO in blocks with people of color compared to blocks without people

of color?

No, that means that there's a — what we have is the population of each of the
categories, the percent people of color, that lives within three miles in a
census block within three miles of an THO divided by the total population
gives the percent of people in that group that live within three miles of an
(IHO). The ratio column is the ratio of each of the categories above zero to

the proportion in the zero category.
Right.

And it's a way of comparing to look for whether there's a trend across the

categories of people of color.

OK. Ok. And then the 95 percent CI, can you explain that?
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That's CI stands for confidence interval. There's for each of these ratios
there's a statistic called the standard error and the 95 percent confidence
interval is a standard way of expressing that. It's the standard error times 1.96
subtracted from and added to the prevalence ratio. And it gives an idea of the
amount of data that each of these ratios is based on. So, s narrow confidence
intervals and these are narrow shows that, if a few people were moved one
way or the other it wouldn't make any difference to the prevalence ratio. It's a

very stable statistic.

If, for example, looking at the 0.75 in the second row, the confidence interval
is 0.74 t0 0.75. So, you could move people back between categories and it
wouldn't result in much change. But if the confidence interval were say 0.30
to 2.8 then by moving a few people you would get quite a different prevalence
ratio. And we provide these confidence intervals because they're very

standard. Ididn't spend much time writing about them.
Yes, that's all right.

And but if this report were to be read by an epidemiologist or a statistician or
an economist or someone else who uses these kinds of statistics they would

expect the confidence intervals to be provided.

OK, thank you. OK now we were going to look at the 2000 study. Do you
have that with you by any chance?

I'm sure, I haven't kind of — no, I have to open it up. Just a moment.

OK. Well, you know, maybe we don't even need to have you look at it in

particular but ...
Yes, I remember it pretty well.

OK. Was there the difference between the way you counted, you developed,
who was impacted, how you counted the people, seems to be slightly

different. So maybe if you could just ...

It is slightly different and I can explain that.
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Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: So in the 2000 study we wanted to analyze both race and poverty. Poverty is
not a variable that’s available for census blocks. Census blocks are the
smallest enumeration unit used by the U.S. Census Bureau. Race is available
at the census block level but not poverty. Block groups are larger geographic

arcas.

And that study was based on whether there was an IHO in the block group
because those areas are large enough to be able to contain potentially
numerous IHOs. In the current study we were not looking at poverty and
that's because of the way Title VI is written. We just were looking at race and
ethnicity. So we could use the census blocks which are much smaller and
they would be more specific to counting people and their proximity to the

IHOs. So they are less heterogeneous because they're smaller.

Furthermore, we had the benefit of 15 years or so of research where we were
getting an idea of, more quantitative idea, of how far away people could be
impacted by the air pollutants from these facilities and we chose three miles.
At some point any particular radius is arbitrary. Three miles had been used in
some of our prior work and based both on our measurements and our
interviews with people we felt that it was clear that people can be — can

experience negative impacts of the air pollutants at that distance.

So in the latter study the 2015 report, we considered people potentially
exposed if they lived in a block that was within three miles of an IHO as
opposed to the first study where people were potentially counted as potentially
exposed if they lived in a block group, a collection of blocks that had an THO.
And the difference is because of number one, our focus on race and ethnicity,
and number two, our increased understanding of the distance over which these

facilities can affect people. Does that answer your question?

Mary O’Lone:  That answers it perfectly, thank you. And it answers another question that we
had about you know over time it seemed like the — you had, there were
different distances in different studies, but the more recent ones we're seeing

seem to be focusing on this three mile distance and so ...
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Steve Wing: And I would call your attention to the most recent study that was provided in
your materials published just earlier this year in which we measured hydrogen
sulfide at public middle schools. And in that study the quantitative
relationship between the hydrogen sulfide levels at the schools and the area of

the swine farms that are up wind is about three miles, five kilometers.

Mary O’Lone:  Right, right, yes I read that. And I have a quick question about that study. As
I read it, what I understood it to say is that the monitor was placed downwind,
meaning the wind blows from the CAFO to the monitor at the school and that
the measurements of the hydrogen sulfide tended to be higher when the wind

was not blowing, when the air was just kind of hanging around.

Steve Wing: OK, let me elaborate ...
Mary O’Lone:  But there was no measurable, OK.
Steve Wing: Just to clarify that.

Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: The monitors were at the schools continuously for several weeks. So during
the time the monitors were at the schools the wind blew from different
directions and sometimes it was wind speed was below what's detectable, so
the air was pretty still. So the monitors were in place during all those
conditions, whatever direction the wind was coming from or however fast it
was blowing. And what we found was that the hydrogen sulfide levels were
very strongly correlated with the number of — or with the area of the swine

farms up wind at the hour that the measurement was made.

So basically we took all the hours that were during which the monitor was
operating at the school, we divided the weeks up into hours and for each hour
we assigned a wind direction and a wind speed. And for those hours when the
wind was coming from a direction where there were IHOs and more IHOs and

more nearby IHOs, the hydrogen sulfide levels were higher.

Mary O’Lone:  OK.
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Steve Wing: And when the winds were coming from other directions the hydrogen sulfide

levels were either undetectable or lower.

Mary O’Lone:  Thank you, that was very helpful. OK, so that was a digression. We're going
to go back to the — we're going to go back to the 2000 study and the 2015
study. Were there any critiques or criticisms of the 2000 study when it came
out?

Steve Wing: Well I received some verbal criticism and concern. I'm not aware of, you
know any publications or letters to the editor or to the journal or anything like

that that challenged any of our findings or our methods.
Mary O’Lone:  And what — and by verbal criticism what do you mean?

Steve Wing: Well, in maybe it was early 2000 I presented a version of this paper at the
annual meeting of the Society of Toxicology I was invited to present the
results there. And after I presented the results there was some press coverage
and I was called to the North Carolina House of Representatives agriculture
committee to testify about this study. And some of the legislators were- they

seemed to be concerned about our findings.

I wouldn't say that the criticisms were about — they were not like scientific
criticisms about how we analyzed the data or about the quality of the study. It
was about our findings that there was this disproportionate impact. Actually 1
don't know if you have a copy of it but I wrote an article about that
experience, that includes a description of that of my appearance before the
house agriculture committee. I think it was published in 2002 and it also
describes the Pork Council's use of the Public Records Act request to try and
obtain confidential information about the study participants in one of our

subsequent studies.

And if you're at all interested in the potential that researchers might be, might
face some kind of intimidation tactics when they research this topic I could

send you that paper.

Mary O’Lone:  Yes, would you please.
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Jeryl Covington: Dr. Wing, this is Jeryl Covington. I do have one question about your
presentation at the legislature. Do you have a copy of or do you know if that
was a recorded meeting or open to the public where minutes might be

available from your presentation?

Steve Wing: You know I've never seen any and I don't know, I really don’t know whether

there was a recording or minutes were taken.
Jeryl Covington: OK. Do you know if you were in a recordable room in the Archdale building?

Steve Wing: I was in the Archdale building in a committee meeting room, but I don't know

what their technology was.
Jeryl Covington: OK.
Mary O’Lone:  OK, thank you. So ...

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Let me — this is Marianne. Let me just say we'll work with Steve

to collect all this stuff and then we'll send it on to you.
Mary O’Lone:  That's great. Thank you.

Steve Wing: And T would also mention you know just (in turn} that there were some pork
industry lobbyists at that meeting who approached me after the public session

to express their discontent.
Mary O’Lone:  You mean after the — after you gave your testimony?

Steve Wing: Yes, that's right. And so these criticisms are not written or public to my
knowledge but you asked if there were criticisms and that's what you know in

particular what stands out for me.
Mary O’Lone:  And is that, were those — do you have that recorded in the article you wrote?

Steve Wing: Yes, I have some information about that yes.
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Mary O’Lone:  OK great, thank you. Well the next question was like a follow up to that as to
whether anything you heard about the 2000 study led to a change in the
methodology for 2015.

Steve Wing: No.
Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: As I said, the criticisms that I heard were not about how the study was
conducted or the data quality or the analytical methods. It was only about the

findings and our interpretation.

Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. And maybe just can you just tell us what the basis was, what the

criticism was about the findings?

Steve Wing: Basically it was, the criticism was, well what do you expect? This is where

the industry goes and it's poor and communities of color.
Mary O’Lone: ~ What? No he's saying that ...

Steve Wing: So basically the point that this shouldn't be surprising and it's not really news
or anything.

Mary O’Lone:  Right, OK. OK, so the 2014/2015 study, did — was that sent, to it was well. I
guess the 2014 study was sent to North Carolina because it was attached in
DEQ, NCDEQ because it was attached to the Title VI complaint, right
Marianne? They got it because it was one of your exhibits and you sent

everything to them when you filed the complaint?
Marianne Engelman Lado: I think that's correct but we will double check that.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. Did you bring that 2014 study and or the update the 2015 study, other
than as a part of the Title VI complaint for the 2014 one, to North Carolina
DEQ's attention?

Steve Wing: No, no I didn't work directly with them.
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Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. Marianne did you by any chance when you sent it to us, the update did it
go to them?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Idon't believe it did but I can check that.
Mary O’Lone:  OK. So have you ...

Steve Wing: So just to clarify for me, DEQ is aware of the civil rights complaint. Is that
true?

Mary O’Lone:  Yes.
Steve Wing: They have a copy of the complaint, 1s that true?
Mary O’Lone:  Yes.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  So I'm going to double check this, but my recollection, you know
we before filing the complaint we submitted comments on behalf of a number
of groups. You hadn't done the analysis yet, but raising the concern that there
was a disparate impact based on all the research that had been done up till that
point and asking DEQ to do a disproportionality analysis and a disparate
impact analysis. Then when we filed the complaint we — my recollection and
I can I'll again, double check, my recollection is we gave them a courtesy call

and we sent them a copy as well.

Part of the reason 1 want to double check is I recall that there was one
confidentiality issue and I recall our needing to let both EPA and DEQ know
that that one particular map needed to be redacted and that we would send
subsequent information. So my recollection is that we sent DEQ the whole
package the first time around. Now when we've sent EPA subsequent filings 1
don't believe that we have sent DEQ additional information. And of course
we went through mediation and in the mediation it was clear that they had
received the complaint, and it's not clear that they had read it, but they had
received it and you know, by that time it was more than a year had passed. So
they definitely have the complaint and the study, the first study but I will

check to confirm all that.
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Mary O’Lone:  OK, thank you. So since —and maybe this is addressed to both Marianne and
Dr. Wing. Since — have you heard anything from DEQ about the 2014 one?
Because if they got one that would be the one they got, right?

Steve Wing: I'haven't heard anything from DEQ directly. In fact, but that's not

unprecedented. They've never contacted me about any of our research.

Mary O’Lone:  OK, well that's going to short circuit a lot of our questions coming down the
line here. So we'll get to that to.

Steve Wing: They've had you know they've heard some of the research. I feel quite
confident including at the North Carolina environmental justice summit. But
they have not approached me with any questions or requests for further

information.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. So for the 2014 study I guess, I'm debating whether to ask this, but I'm
Just going to go ahead and ask it. So ...

Marianne Engelman Lado:  And Mary, I'm sorry can 1 interrupt you? When you say 2014
study can we just be clear about which one we're talking about because we 1
think we've — you're not talking about the updated and that disparity analysis
that came out in October.

Mary O’Lone:  Right, I'm talking about the — well, we can say the 2014/2015 study. But I'm
my assumption is that it wasn't made available — the 2015 update had not been
sent to DEQ. The only thing they would have gotten thus far is the 2014. So
the question is just you know has there been any feedback from North

Carolina DEQ on the '14 or the update? And the answer seems to be no.
Steve Wing: From my knowledge correct and there's been no response.

Mary O’Lone:  Have you had — has there been any response or anything from the pork
industry?

Steve Wing: Not to my knowledge.

Mary O’Lone:  OK.
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And this is a topic which is a little bit sensitive. I realize this is not your
question directly, but I should mention, I believe you have a copy of the letter
that I and some of my colleagues sent to Christine Lawson at DEQ before the

new general permit was approved.
Yes.

You know I have to, I should let you know, that I was told by an official at the
National Institute of Environmental Health Sciences that 1 had violated their
policy for extramural researchers by sending that letter. So my contacts with
DEQ are of concern to the funding agency that supported most of the research
described in that letter because their — they, they have told me that although
there was a request for public comments on the general permit which is what 1
was responding to, that I was only supposed to inform public officials about
our research if I was asked as an individual. And so this is another kind of
difficult issue regarding working under federal grants is that National Institute
of Health apparently has some concern about informing government officials

about research conducted with support from NIH.

And so this is — and the reason 1 bring it up is because it's to some extent, well
to a large extent, a disincentive for me to engage in any conversation with

government officials including DEQ ...
I'see.
Unless they initiate it.

Dr. Wing let me ask you when they, when you receive that information was
that one of the stipulations of grant you accepted? That's what they were

outlining for you?

It's not in the grant but it's a policy that was adopted I believe in 2014 but
possibly 2013.

OK. But your presentation, your public comments would have preceded that

policy initiation or just in the same timeframe of the general permit being
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issued? Which came first, the policy or the public hearing request by DENR

at the time when the general permits were being renewed?

OK, so I'm looking at the date of my letter to Christine Lawson. It's
December 2013 so I'm off by a year. I just slipped there. So the policy came
out I believe in 2013 or possibly 2012.

OK because I'm looking at — I'm looking at one of the postings for the public
meeting on the general permit it's dated October 28th, 2013.

Right, 1 did not appear at that meeting.
OK.

The admonition that I received from NIEHS was about the letter that 1 wrote.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  So that is referring to — I'm sorry. Is it exhibit two of the complaint

Mary O’Lone:

filed in September of 2014.

Right, his comments on the general permit.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Correct.

Jeryl Covington:

Yes.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  And can I just (while) I've interrupted already, the CC list that you

asked about on the complaint field September 3rd, 2014 with your initial
study and all of the exhibits included Christine Lawson, Division of Water
Resources at DENR and Tom Reeder, Division of Water Resources at DENR.
So DENR received, now DEQ), received the original complaint with all of the
attachments including the 2000 and — what we're calling the 2014 disparities
analysis. We did not have that CC list on the subsequent letter we sent on

April, you know or other correspondence that we have.

We're assuming that the Office of Civil Rights is collecting information from
DEQ that we're not receiving and we are sending information to the Office of
Civil Rights that we similarly are not giving to DEQ. So we didn't, it's my
recollection that we did not send that — any subsequent information after the
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complaint. We got no response to the complaint and then we did not send any

additional information, nor did they ask for it after sending the complaint.

Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. All right, thank you. Actually I just want to ask a question about NIEH.
Maybe we can talk. So prior to that policy it would have been fine for you to

send comments in on a general permit?
Steve Wing: That's my understanding.

Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. For the 2014/2015 study are there any areas that you — any adjustments
you'd make to it or that you, you know, would explore if you had more time,

money you know whatever however you might want to adjust it?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Before answering just so I'm clear, Mary when you call it the
2014/2015 study, I'm not clear what that is. Can we call the first study 2014
and then the updated study so we just distinguish between them?

Mary O’Lone:  Sure. The 2014 study that was updated i 2015.

Steve Wing: Right. 1 would you know if I had had time and support I would potentially
shorten the report for submission to a peer review publication but I wouldn't

change the analysis.
Mary O’Lone:  OK. Are there any plans to have it submitted for a peer review or publication?

Steve Wing: It's something I want to do, but I've been occupied by other concerns and so 1

haven't done it yet.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. Well our next question was about the distances and we went through
that. We did the 95 moratorium. OK, so now we're going to — now we'd like
to talk about the renewal process, the general permit and the renewal
processes. And so we have your comments for the 2014 process. Did you
participate in any of the previous renewals, providing comments and your

studies, whatever the studies you had to that point, you know, to DEQ?

Steve Wing: No, I did not.
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Mary O’Lone:  So this was the first one? OK. All right so now we're going to — we're going
to run through the North Carolina specific study and we're kind of going to
ask the same questions about each study. And starting with the your 2000
study about occupational and community health effects. So the — well
basically the questions we're going to ask are, you know was that, did you or
are you aware of that study being brought to the attention of North Carolina
DEQ or any other state agency?

So, for example, the first one is about occupational health you know, was it
sent to any other state agency that might have jurisdiction over the issue and
then to any local agencies? And, if so, was there a response to it? Were any
actions taken after they heard about it? And then depending on the study just
we're just asking if the methodologies that were used like in the air study were
they the kind — is it the methodology that would be used by North Carolina
DEQ's air quality division? Or if it's a water analysis were the protocols there
the kind that DEQ would use?

So we're just going to sort of march through each study and ask these

questions.
Steve Wing: OKso ...
Mary O’Lone: Do you want to take a — do you want to take a break or anything?
Steve Wing: I think we can keep going at this point.
Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Can I just mention before Dr. Wing answers from his point of view
that I don't know the full range of ways in which DEQ might have seen these
studies, heard about these studies, you know government meetings,
professional organizations. We know something about, and Steve you can
talk about the you know you've already mentioned the summit and their
appearance at the summit. But I do at least want to point out that in December
of 2013, you have it as exhibit three attached to the complaint, Earth Justice,

Water Keeper and Southern Environmental Law Center submitted comments
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on the permit renewal that's the subject of the complaint which cites to many

of these studies just looking at it quickly.

For example at footnote 18 cites to Wing and Wolf among others. Footnote
21 cites to Wing and all potential impact. So I don't know how Dr. Wing
would possibly have known all the ways in which that information might get
to DEQ but you have in your possession at least one example of ways in
which that was formally presented to DEQ before they made the decision on
the permit.

Yes, ves. And that's sort of what — we're only asking him what he knows
about not, you know the ways that he knows it that it may have been brought
to their attention. So the idea being these studies you know we're going back
to 2000 there have been — general permit has been renewed a couple of times,
right in this intervening time period. And so what I'm trying to see other than
the fact that he has just said that he didn't participate formally in the hearing
process, submit written comments into previous renewals, is he aware himself
because maybe he did itt or he participated in you know some meeting with
the DEQ or whatever where they were made specifically aware of the studies.
OK?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Yes, I mean go ahead. Yes, I want to make sure you use his

Mary O’Lone:

Steve Wing:

expertise and time efficiently but feel free. Keep going.

So and I understand they were all brought — they were all brought to the
attention of the DEQ in your comments in 2013. What I'm trying to get at is,
prior to that, had there been prior instances where any of these studies were
formally brought to their attention. That's what I'm trying to get at. And you
know we can march through all of them or just if there's a general answer of

that he can give that's fine too.

Well I can say that the Wing and Wolf study from 2000 that Marianne just
mentioned, that study was the results were first released by the North Carolina
Department of Health and Human Services before the paper was published in

the peer review journal. And I can't believe that they would have been
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unaware of that because there was press coverage and so on. But I didn't send
it to them directly and I don't know if DHHS did.

Other than that I can only give the general answer that they have had
personnel at our environmental justice summit where some of this research
had been presented and discussed in addition to they having the opportunity to
hear from neighbors of these facilities who described their personal
experiences and difficulties and impacts of the air pollutants on their quality

of life, ability to use their property, their health and so on.

Dr. Wing this is one question. You said at the environmental justice meetings
that have happened, the network meetings, you said DENR or DEQ
representatives were there. Are you meaning the secretary or members of the
water quality section? Who are you referring were at the EJ network

meetings?

I don't have a list of who was there but I'm sure the secretary never came, I'm
sure Christine Lawson came. [ don't know what years. I don't have a record
of that. And I believe other DEQ who are Department of Environment and

Natural Resources staff came and there's when Christine did not come.

So the environmental justice summit, I mean Marianne do you have
information on these meetings when they occurred and who they were with

or?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Yes, we can get you more information about that.

Mary O’Lone:

Steve Wing:

Mary O’Lone:

All right, yes. So the — so maybe we can follow up on that later and sort of
figure that out. But it sounds like what you're saying is that over the years
there have been a series of these meetings, DEQ's been invited and DEQ
officials have shown up and that and you've made presentations there about

your research.
I'have and so have other colleagues who participated in these studies.

OK.
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Jeryl Covington: And this is Jeryl again. I have one question. You mentioned that the
Department of Health and Human Services released your Wing Wolf 2000
study. What were their comments to that? What reactions or follow up did

you get from the Department of Health and Human Services?

Steve Wing: They actually provided financial support for that work. So their
announcement of the findings took the form of a press release basically

describing the results of a study that they supported.
Mary O’Lone:  And then what happened? Then ...

Steve Wing: Then what happened was on the same day that the press release came out the
North Carolina Pork Council filed a Public Record Act request. It was to me
and my colleague Susanne Wolf, copied to the UNC general counsel, as well
as to the DHHS division that funded the study, demanding under the North
Carolina public records statute, all records associated with this study,
including the identities of the participants, who, I should note, we had to

protect their confidentiality in order to do this study under federal regulation.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. So this was partially funded by the federal government or it came a grant
through the state?

Steve Wing: Partly funded by NIEHS and partly funded by the North Carolina DHHS.

Mary O’Lone:  OK, OK. And so did the Department of Health do anything after just
releasing the study? Was there any sort of change in the world?

Steve Wing: You know I'm not sure. You know, unfortunately, what you're pointing out or
the line of questioning is pointing out is how isolated many of us academic
researchers are from the policy arena. And this is part of academic culture
and it's reinforced by government agencies that are concerned that we would
actually influence policy, the NIH policy to wit and we're not supposed to

contact public officials.

So I've spent most of my time and effort getting the research into the open
literature. I've spent some time with reporters. It's been covered not only by

you know in the academic journals but to some degree by periodic journalist
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reports. But I'm not working in a culture that has close connections with the
regulators and you know I think that's a problem and I will admit to you that it
is. But partly we can't all do everything. And given the pressures to keep my
funding and teach and advise students and so on which I have to do to keep
my job, it leaves limited time to engage in dialogue and routine conversation

with regulators.
Mary O’Lone:  OK.
Steve Wing: I mean just to explain my situation.

Jeryl Covington: Yes Dr. Wing let me ask one question here. You mentioned funding. After
you did the publication with the Department of Health and Human Services,
the press release was submitted and you got the request for information by the
Pork Council, did that impact your funding that was issued - was — did you

view that as being retaliatory in nature, the request ...

Steve Wing: At the same time I know there was a pork industry request that came through
a U.S. senator for NIEHS to investigate our grant. I was told that by our
grants officer at NIEHS. We maintained our funding at that time so they did
not determine that we had done anything wrong, presumably. But at — I mean
it took a lot of time and grief to deal with that but I don't believe at that time it

influenced our funding from the federal government.

Jeryl Covington: What about at the state level because I'm assuming that there was a pass
through of the federal funds to the state level Department of Health and

Human Services?

Steve Wing: No, actually the funds we got from DHHS North Carolina DHHS were not
federal funds, they were state funds. And we did not receive any more state

funds for this kind of work ever again.

Jeryl Covington: OK. Let me ask you this and I hate to go back but on the press release from
DHHS do you feel like they were supportive of your work, dismissive of your

work? What you know 1 want to I guess get clarity what did ...

Steve Wing: Right. I believe they were supportive of our work.
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What did they do with — what did they do to further it? You said that you
received no other state grant, but what did they do to further the study that you
and Wolf prepared?

I'm not aware that they — I'm not aware of what they did beyond make public
the findings. 1 mean I've always presumed that the North Carolina
Department of Environment is not in a vacuum that's insulated from all
information on the outside produced by government and academic scientists.
Now, maybe I'm naive about this but I've assumed that there was at least
through press coverage or some other means that there was some way that

they would know about something that happens outside of their department.

Now even with that press coverage can you go back and clarify for me, 1
apologize, I just want to make sure I understand, were you contacted by any
other agencies or any other industries besides the Pork Council after the press
release by DHHS?

No.
OK.

I mean I was contacted by people associated with the pork industry. In

writing, also by phone.
And can you just talk a little bit about that?

Well the part in writing was the Public Records Act request. I also received at
least one phone call, maybe more than one from someone who wanted to talk
with me about getting the identities of the study participants. And then gosh
that reminds me, I also had some kind of bizarre voicemail that was accusing
me of, gosh I don't remember, may have called me a communist or something

like that but I didn't pay really pay any attention to it.

Let me ask one question. Who — since you lost this particular state funding,
who's funding you at a state level for your continuation in this particular area

if you don't mind?
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Steve Wing: We have received no further state funds since 1999. 1 should say that the state
health director at that time in 1999 was interested in the problem of these
industrial swine operations and their impact on neighbors but he did not
continue in his position beyond 2000. So I think it was partly through his

interest that we were funded.

Jeryl Covington: How many applications or submissions of study details have you presented
back to DHHS or any other state agency for potential funding?

Steve Wing: We have not. They to my knowledge they do not have extramural grant
programs set up to fund researchers like me. The one that we had, the funding
we had for the 1999 study which was published in Environmental Health
Perspectives in 2000, that study you know Wing and Wolf study was funded
because we were collaborating with epidemiologists at DHHS. So it wasn't as

though — we didn't apply for it independently.

We were actually collaborating with them because people in DHHS believed
that there were problems that needed to be documented. And so they were

present at the design phase of that study and participated in deliberations.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  I'm this is Marianne. 1 just want to be cognizant of the time and
aware that we sent to you the Office of Civil Rights a tremendous number of
significant peer review papers on you know on the impact of hog operations
on children, on health effects, on a variety of outcomes. I'm sure you all are
watching the clock too, but want to make sure you have time to ask Dr. Wing
if you have any methodological or other questions or questions about his

declaration as well.

Mary O’Lone:  Thank you. We don't actually have any questions I guess Marianne. We've
read the studies, we don't have any questions on them right now. And you
know to the extent we do we'll follow up and you know either you know work
with Dr. Wing if he's available or you know the co-authors if that's possible

you know like we were doing before.

So really the last question we had because this was the — this was the
information we were most interested in right now was you know Dr. Wing's

particular perspective from working in the area for a long time and getting an
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understanding of how North Carolina has been you know apprised of this
from perspective only and then what responses there may or may have not
have been to them. And so you know sort of a wrap up question that we had
was if you'd had any other if you had any Dr. Wing had any other — had
mteractions with North Carolina DEQ outside of the EJ summit, which it

sounds like there was some, and submitting the comments in December 2013.

You know any interactions that you've had with North Carolina DEQ or any
other part of the North Carolina state government either the department of

agriculture, labor you know HHS over the issue of regulating swine CAFOs?

Steve Wing: I'm sure I can say very little. I should before I say definitively I could check
my list of presentations that's on my CV. I'm trying to remember. I think they
were mostly there was an EPA presentation but maybe not to — not to North
Carolina's DEQ.

Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: Now here it is. Now let's see, no hold on that's not it. Sorry, I wasn't prepared

for this question.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  In your legal research and testimony section, page 30 of your CV
says the state of North Carolina, Wade County Office Administrative
Hearings there was a case that was involving North Carolina there. That has

beena ...
Steve Wing: Right. That was not about swine operations.
Marianne Engelman Lado: OK.

Steve Wing: But there is a section of my CV that begins on page 16 and which includes
many public presentations about these — about this topic, as well as other

topics I've worked on the course.
Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: It includes academic meetings in universities met at North Carolina State

University where I'm pretty sure the one in 2010.
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Mary O’Lone: ~ The November 11th, 2010?
Steve Wing: Yes, that one I'm almost positive there would have been DEQ people there but
I can't give you any names.
Mary O’Lone:  OK, that's all right. That helps.
Steve Wing: And if I may quickly scan through there I might be able to call your attention

to another one.

Unknown Female Speaker: Do DEQ people ever come to your school and participate in any of

the presentations that you have in UNC?
Steve Wing: Not to my knowledge.
Unknown Female Speaker:  Or your presentations at Research Triangle Park?
Steve Wing: Not to my knowledge.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. In your experience have you ever seen any evidence that suggested that
the swine farm industry — well that North Carolina has better protected non-

minority communities from the impacts from swine farms? Is there — is there

Steve Wing: Well I can give you my opinion on that.
Mary O’Lone:  OK.

Steve Wing: And it's I believe it's informed by experience although it's not something 1
could give you an equation and make a calculation of my conclusion here.
But I strongly believe that these facilities would not have been permitted to
operate as they do if they were primary located — primarily located in
predominantly white areas in the in other parts of the state. The facilities have
extremely obvious impacts. If you go there, if you, I mean and you could now

— let me make clear.
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You could go there for a day and maybe there wouldn't be much air pollution
on that day in the place you went because it's not constant all the time. And
the other thing I can say is not every one is affected the same way. Some
people are more sensitive than others. And what's presented in our research
are the average effects among people in the study not that everyone is affected

the same way.

But those caveats aside, the effects of the air pollution from these facilities are
obvious and they impact a large proportion of the people exposed. And I
believe they would not be tolerated by people who have more political clout
and ability to harness resources to protect themselves. I believe that this
system exists as it does currently because historically eastern North Carolina
is part of what's called the black belt. Many people descended from slaves
who worked on plantations in that region prior to the civil war.

It's politically disenfranchised, there's a great deal of intimidation that dates
back to the slavery days and through Jim Crow and lynching and school
segregation which is still a great problem. And the population there has not
had the resources and has also had the historical exploitation and oppression
that's preventing them from being able to insist upon having decent
environmental regulations that would protect them from pollutants that would
not be tolerated by others. So I think you know that's what we have is as a
system would not exist if eastern North Carolina was similarly
demographically and economically to for example the part of the state that 1
live in, the Piedmont in The Research Triangle area or Charlotte or Winston

Salem or Greensboro or other areas that are better off.

The industry was only able to flourish in this manner because of the
characteristics of the population in eastern North Carolina. I hope that

addresses your question. Irealize it may be broader but.

Yes, 1 think it does. We did have a question about in your — in your
declaration you mentioned that in Iowa the lagoons are underneath facilities.
And, we were just wondering, you know, I mean I can imagine why they were

not done in North Carolina but if you would like to expand on that statement
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for us. Like what you know what is it — can you talk about it and how is it
that that it didn't develop this way in North Carolina?

Steve Wing: Well one facet is that the water tables in eastern North Carolina are very high.
So the hog waste lagoons in North Carolina store waste to some degree below
ground but also above ground because the earth, earthen dams are mounded
up above the grade of the land and that's a factor. There's also a factor of
temperature, you know the climate's different. There may be other reasons.
I'm really not familiar with how the engineering difference is developed

between the two states in detail.

Mary O’Lone: ~ OK. Did you all have any other questions? Is there anything else that you
would like to add? I'm going to ask in a minute. Is there anything else that

you would like to ask, I mean like to say Dr. Wing?

Steve Wing: Well, you know I realize that you have research papers and that that's not
really the subject matter of your interest today. But since we're on the phone I
did want to mention one thing about some more recent studies that as far as
how the studies are designed, the older studies tend to be what we call cross
sectional studies where exposed populations, meaning people who are living
or attending schools near these facilities, are compared to other people who
live or attend school further away. Those studies are common and widely
used — it's a widely used design in epidemiology. But they are always subject
to questions about how comparable the study population the exposed and
unexposed populations are. And because there's no follow up in time they're —
it's always possible that the people who have the illness had it before they

were exposed because we don't follow them up.

But all the more recent studies they come from a design that is not so often
used in epidemiology, but it's a very strong design. And those are the studies
in which we measure the pollutants in people's neighborhoods and we show
that their symptoms increased when the pollutant levels increased. And 1
mean by their symptoms their ability to engage in daily activities of daily
living. Their mental health, their physical health including symptoms and

blood pressure and so on and lung function.
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And those studies rather than comparing people who live next to the hog
operations to people who live elsewhere, we compared each person to her or
himself meaning that they were their experiences when the pollutants were
present compared to the same person's experience when the pollutants were
lower or absent. And it means not only do we have certainty about the timing
that the effects occur after the exposures but the other factors that might differ
between exposing populations and unexposed populations in cross sectional
studies. Things like diet, exercise, occupation, body weight and so on,
medical history. Those are not factors in these more recent studies. And this
is something that has been pointed out as a great strength of our more recent
work that it really does resolve some of the questions that might be raised

about the earlier studies.
I just wanted you to be aware of that.

Mary O’Lone:  Thank you, yes. I actually had noticed that, but I can't remember which study

it was where it was explained, you explained that.
Steve Wing: Oh good. OK, well 1 apologize for ...

Mary O’Lone:  No I'm sort of going through I'm trying to remember which study it was that 1
was reading that had that explanation about how you were doing it, it seemed
to make sense to me. So but thank you for you know pointing that out and
pointing out the idea about the difference between the older studies and the

newer ones and ...

Marianne Engelman Lado: Do you all have more questions? There are a couple of things that

I wanted to make sure we got out but if you have more questions I'll wait.

Mary O’Lone:  No. The only question that we had Marianne and I think it's probably it may

be better addressed to you I don't know and it might be a quickie which is we

were reading the change.org petition that Citizen Name /Ex. € had written and in it

she mentions that even when she that she smells the odors inside her house,
even when she shuts the windows as the health department has advised. And
so we were trying to — we've been looking around trying to figure out what
you know where that came from the health department has advised. Like, do

ED_002446_00000732-00031



EPA

Moderator: Jonathan Stein
06-07-16/1:54 p.m. ET
Confirmation # 163166159
Page [ PAGE ]

you know what that means what that advisory is, how it comes out, how it got

to her, what she's talking about?

So it's not necessarily for Dr. Wing unless he happens to know the answer, but

which health department even?

Marianne Engelman Lado: 1don't know off the top. Elizabeth, do you know off the top of

your head?

FElizabeth Haddix: No.

Mary O’Lone:  OK. Well then ...

Marianne Engelman Lado: We can askii‘j"_“_*_”f_ ithough and you could interviey eemen=iI']] also
look back at her declaration to see if there's any more detail. T assume you've
already done that.

Mary O’Lone:  Yes, we did. Anyway just it was just if you happened to know the answer off

the top of your head, otherwise yes, we can go down that path. OK, so you

wanted to make sure some things got brought out Marianne?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Yes. And frankly I thought there were going to be more questions

and if we had more time I think it would be important to ask more about some
of Dr. Wing's studies. We talked a little bit about the methodology of the
2000 study as compared to the you know the disparities analyses. These are
some of the seminal studies in the area and we have the good fortune I
suppose of having them on the, you know, the particular facilities at issue

here.

So sometimes when looking at whether facilities have an impact where by
analogy or trying to say well something that happened somewhere else how
does it affect here, there's a you know 2006 asthma symptoms study, the 2006
race poverty and potential exposure of middle school students, 2008 air
pollution and odor, 2013 air pollution ISOs and blood pressure. Some of this
was really path breaking community based participatory research. I also
thought it could be helpful to get if you had any questions about the scope of
Dr. Wing's expertise, you know to some degree the CV speaks for itself but 1
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want to make — you know if time permitted I would want to make sure that if

you had any questions that would be in the record.

But let me — let me just start with a couple of things that we didn't touch on at
all that might not be as self-evident. We talked about exhibit 2 which is the
letter to Christine Lawson from December 2013 and Steve you asked about in
that letter asked for the permitted (inaudible) to create records to document
environmental and health impact. Was there — there was a large question
about did you get any response at all but do you know are there more records
available now? Was there any response to that particular request? What

happened with that and why did you focus on it?

I'm not aware that there have been any changes in the availability of records.
At the time I was particularly looking for information on daily spraying, times
and amounts of the application of liquid manure broadcast into the air in
hopes that we might be able to use that information in our studies. But

unfortunately I haven't been in a position to follow up on that.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  We talked a little bit earlier about I think the whole — this interview

Steve Wing:

started with why did you focus on swine and you mentioned the historical
origins. Can you share — I guess I have two questions about the relationship
between swine and poultry just to make sure this is discussed explicitly. One
is the different geographic location of swine and poultry even as the poultry

industry has expanded. So that's my first question.

Can you describe why we don't have perfect information about dry litter
facilities for starters but also to the extent we know where those facilities are
located, to what degree they're co-located and to what degree they're in
different places. And then I want to talk — ask a little bit about cumulative

impacts in co-location.

Well, because the turkey and chicken facilities, the broiler facilities, are not
permitted by the department of environment we don't have records of their
locations. My understanding is that this goes back in part to post 9/11 rules
that supposedly protect these facilities’ locations because of concerns from bio

terrorism, but I'm not able to rehearse in detail the rationale. But in any case
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we don't have latitude, longitude coordinates for the poultry facilities except
for those few that use liquid waste management systems and therefore trigger
the DEQ permitting.

On their geographic location, just by county or by some remote imaging work
that's being done, there are — there is a concentration in eastern North Carolina
which includes the two top turkey-dense counties in the nation which are also
in the top hog-dense counties in the nation, so there's clearly co-location. But
there's also another area of fairly intense poultry production in the western
Piedmont of the state in rural areas between the Research Triangle and
Charlotte and north and south of that line and these are dry litter operations
again, they're not liquid waste facilities. Ithink where they are co-located,
where the swine and poultry facilities are co-located, they definitely have a
potential for a cumulative impact because it means that there can be animal

waste in the air blown from more directions.

And the poultry waste is actually harder to track as far as its spatial impact
because being dry it can be transported some distance before it's applied to
land. And it's that land application process that results in the most acute
release of particles because the dry litter is broadcast from manure spreaders,
but it doesn't necessarily occur at the site of the CAFO, at the site of the
buildings. So there is, that's another issue that makes for complexity in

conducting research on the spatial pattern of the impact.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Is there — speaking as an epidemiologist or from your experience,

Steve Wing:

is there any way of taking account of the cumulative impact of poultry? If
you were looking at the impact of these hog facilities in eastern North
Carolina is there a way you could take account of the cumulative impact or
you know assess multiple exposures and/or assess also other indicators of

vulnerability in the population?

Yes. In fact this is the subject of a grant application that we submitted to
NIEHS in which we proposed to collect particles in people's neighborhoods
where they live both swine and poultry and to analyze genetic markers in the
particle samples for DNA from bacteria that only live in the gut of swine and

other bacteria that only live in the guts of poultry so that we could partition
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the particle mass present in the neighborhood into the proportion that comes
from swine versus poultry. And then look at the impacts on people's health

and quality of life when only swine is present, when only poultry is present

and when they are both present together compared to when neither are

present.

So we actually have proposed a method to do just what you asked about.
Unfortunately that proposal, I have to say, was not funded. I submitted it
around the same time that I wrote the letter to Christine Lawson. And
sometimes I fear that there may be a connection between my having violated
one of their rules and the fate of our proposal but I don't have any evidence of
that.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  In the absence of that new research, is there — it doesn't have to be
a, you know, I think what you've called a cookbook method of the assessing
multiple exposures but how would you take that into account or could you

take cumulative impacts or ...

Steve Wing: Well one thing I would do is I would refer to testimony from residents which 1
think in my experience much of our formal research has validated what people
have reported about their experiences. So we began — I began all this research
being informed by the testimony of residents. And one of the things 1 paid
attention to was that the stories people told, the accounts of their experiences
were similar between people in different places that don't know each other
which suggested to me that they weren't making it up. And there's plenty of
testimony about the experience of living near both swine and poultry and 1

would begin there.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Elizabeth, do you have any questions you want to ask? I want to

make sure we are able to wrap up?
Elizabeth Haddix: No, I think that does it. Thank you so much Steve.
Mary O’Lone:  Anybody else have any last words, Marianne or Dr. Wing?

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Well my — this is Marianne and you know thank you to Dr. Wing.

And we will try to collect information and there were a few things that came
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up during the course of the conversation and we'll try to get that. And if you
have any additional questions Mary and Jeryl and others you know feel free to

let me know.
Mary O’Lone:  Yes. And once again Dr. Wing, thank you very much for your time and ...

Steve Wing: You're welcome. This is something that I believe is very important. 1 think
your investigation holds out some hope for many thousands of people who are
living with this pollution and we look forward to the outcome of your

investigation.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Can I suggest one more question and this is for Steve. I'm aware
that this was a complaint that you as a researcher and as a board member of
North Carolina Environmental Justice network thought should be brought.
Could you share with the Office of Civil Rights why you thought it was
important to bring it?

Steve Wing: To bring a complaint?
Marianne Engelman Lado:  Yes.

Steve Wing: Well, I feel that as I understand the history, that Title VI has been used in the
past to address disparities in access to hospitals and schools and public
transportation and other public facilities. And therefore there's a track record
of bringing about some advancement of the persistent racial inequalities that
exist in the United States through this law. But we haven't seen it impact the
environment and we still have serious issues with environmental racism,

environmental inequality.

And I think often it's very difficult for in the case where the pollution comes
from corporate entities, it's very difficult to get them to change directly. But
the appropriate — one appropriate way to bring about change is when there is a
state agency that actually is responsible for setting the guidelines for these
polluters. And it's not just about one facility at a time that might violate the
Clean Water Act or the clean — or some other rule. It's about the system and

permitting.
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And in this case as I tried to explain earlier, I don't think we would have this
system in North Carolina were it not for the presence of the black belt and its
historical exploitation and lack of political and economic resources and its
history of racial intimidation. So I think it's a very appropriate approach and it
deals with fundamental issues of responsibility and holding our government

accountable to democratic principles.

Marianne Engelman Lado:  Thanks.

Mary O’Lone:

Steve Wing:

Mary O’Lone:

Steve Wing:

Mary O’Lone:

Thank you. OK, all right well thank you very much again Dr. Wing.

You're welcome. I'm happy to answer further questions if they come up later.
Great. Thank you so much. Is that it?

You're welcome and bye, bye.

All right bye, bye. Thank you.

END
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